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ABSTRACT 

This paper suggests that community psychology may be 
going through an identity crisid because o£ its lack of empirical 
demonstrations of community intervention effectiveness, and an 
ecologically valid intervention research base". Although the majority 
of research in community psychology has used an individualistic 
paradigm that conceptualizes problems at an-ecological level, a 
paradigm shift is presented that emphasizes an ecological approach, 
intervening at the natural socfial systems level* An. evaluation of a 
community child 'care program incorporating the model is provided as 
well as the conceptual framework, technology, methodology, and 
beginning fet&ges o£ an omptrical base describing cost benefit and 
cost effectiveness equations generated from the ecological model. 
(Authoir/JAC) * ■ » 
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INTRODUCTION 



Community psychology has come upon hard ground recently and it appears 
that With the 1980's and the move towards fiscal and economic conservatism 
things are going to become even store difficult for community psychology 
(McClure (19*0); foodateln end.$endler (1978) Cowan (1978); and Mppapbrt 
1977). For example, McClure and others have pointed out that the v soclal activism 

•of th> 1960's If over, that now wa must be accountable for the dollers spent * 
and that unless empirical demonstrations of the efficacy of community Interven- 
tions* (such as day care, community mental heel th centers, -chl ldren and youth 
services-- In-home services, counseling, homemaker services, foster care, etc.) 
v for promoting hewn welfare are forthcoming, community psychology's survival Is at 
stoke. Mcllure further states In clarifying «Ms position on empirical demon-. • 

. stratlons that community psychology needs to develop en empirical research base 
that can clerlfy the relationship between Individual functioning and organisational 
and community environments. He also feels that—and 1 agree wholeheartedly with >\ 
this next statement end wilt come beck to this !e*er in greater detell-thls 
cceimmlty-orgenlzetlonel research base must be developed In neturel or « eld settings 
If It -Is to have external or ecological validity (Campbell end Stanley, 1966). , 

* - 

Other researchers have* been ergulng thet there. Is e need for ell psychologists 
and not Just community psycho legists- to begin to Impact the lerger socle systems. 
Jn our society— tew example, sronfenerenner' has stated thet we ps psycologtsts 
must become more politically aware and use our knowledge base to Impact regulatory - 
and policy formuletlon for children end famines. Richard Keersley 2 has. also asked: 
What have we done on e practice^ level to Improve the quality of day care? Whet . 
_ have we done to actively influence regulatory egenclest What have we done to promote 
f standards of quality for children's services? 

The Interesting dllemme with. the ebove is how community psychologist's hevi 
approached their research based on the study by McClure. They heve conceptual Mad 
' their research at the ecologtcel level but their Interventions heve been et the 
Individualistic level with no attempt ta Impact the latger systems level. However, 
this appeers to be the rpsult of the fellure to develop e technology to assess the 
ecological or system* level— community end organ I zat I one], end It Is not the Inability 

to conceptualize et this level. 

\ , * » 

- Whak will be required? Developing e new' technology in end of itself is not 
enough. It Is going to require e to'tel rethlnklng-e paradigm shift, the development, 
of e conceptuel fremework. The Individualistic pr adigm must be supplemented with 
» one that Is more systems oriented, Interdependent or of en ecological nature, Jn 
other words M fCOtOilCAl, PARADIGM* After giving the reasons for using the term 
' ecological, I wlll'attempt to describe a new technology-date utilisation with 
state Information system end en assessment technique/methodology (applied multiple 
regression) thet uses these technologies tc .generete cost benefit end cost effectiveness^ 
analyses. „ ~1 ' 

There ere e number of reasons for selecting the term Ecological to describe* 
this paradigm shift. One, It Is a tens used In psychology by •renfenbrenner In putting 
forth his naaan Ecology Model where he talks about establishing ecological velidlty 
checks— to move from the laboratory to the real world of children and adults. , 



ft 



1. BronfenbrennemH argument far' the esteblishaent of ''ecological velidlty" will 
be -referred to an numerous occasions. This concept has grown from Kurt lewis's 
O "action research model" (!«•). y 
ERJC a.' Rears ley and ether researchers heve emphasized recently In en issue of APA Monitor^ 
the need for psycho least's to begin asking soma very sensitive poU^lcal questions. 



' Two, It generally refers to analyses involving individuals in their natural 
surroundings— none of tha research described In this paper Iws been done In a j 
laboratory. 

Three, the tena implies a certain Interdependence or systems orientation 
which Is at the heart of tha technologies I will be describing. 

• * # 

Four, the potential social policy relevance of the ecological view argues, 
favorably for Its ability to respond to an Increased emphasis on social relevance 
In. the current posture of federal funding. 

Five, ecology, the term, Is not an uncommon concept In community psychology-- 
emphasizing tha notion of relativism. • 

Six, the ecological paradigm views community service as be|ng Increasingly 
expansive-- the professional Is seen as ejso a program planner, consultant, trainer 
end not only as a therapist. / 

Sevan, It accounts for extra-psycho log lea I influences*- I.e. political, 
economic, and bureaucratic. 

Eight, It Is • paradigm that accounts for both the advocate as wall as the 
data user or pursuer. 

* 

CONCEPTUAL FMHtWOUK 

Building on these ecological principles, 1n particular those put forth by, 
Bronfenbrenner, who has clearly articulated a conceptual framework for doing 
research In the larger social systems, let's Introduce a theoretical model deser blng 
the ecology of child care. This model's essence is borrowed from Bronfenbrenner' s 
Human Ecology Model (1578). It depicts the various systems that Impact upon the 
• developing Individual, In this ceseHhe child. The child care ecology Is on a continuum 
beginning with the family and moving to other types of social Institutions such as 
children's services, etc. (See Figure 1). 



Insert Figure 1 



There are four systems that are described In this theoretical model that 
provides us with our conceptual framework for developing the ecological paradigm— 
the microsystem, tha meaosystem, the exosyitem, and the microsystem* The mlcrosysts 
«s defined has the greatest immediate effect on the child-it would Include the 
child's own home, the day care cl at* room or family day care home or foster home. J 

in moving away from the center,' the other systems have a diminishing impact 
on the child In the Immediate sense but could have tremendous impact in the long 
run. The emphasis required in formulating the Ecological Fa sad lorn Is to develop 
those levels which include the family, school, Institution, ppvernmant, essentlelly 
the moso and exosystem levels. These are the levels that Invojve the ccewunlty and 
orgenixetlon most directly which wltl help to form the assessment methodology. 



3. An In-depth analysis that develops a conceptual crosswalk between ecologicel 
theory (ch11< care otology) and state Information systems hes been prepered 
' bVF^ (1J&). This snelytl. gives examples of how to obtain enswers-to some 
ERjfc of th * ^^n** 0 * 'orth In the human ecology model. ^ 



, HfcTHOPOLOGf 

pronfenbrenner's Concepjuel Framework (1977, 1978, 1979) does notslend 
Itself readily to an assessment methodology; therefore there Is the need to 
expend upon this concept. In order to describe the assessment methodology more 
( clearly, the following formula- Is presented: , 



EP t V(ic) (f (£,«:, +S:ec 2 +S£c 3 +X:ic k 



(FORMULA 1): +E + +rEC ))3« 

5 n * 

* * 

Where: EP* • Ecological Paradigm; IC « Individual, functioning/component; 
EC - Ecological Component; f - factor of ; ECl - Community risk; 
EC2 - Community ability; ECJ - Organizational risk; EC* - Organ zatlonel 
ability; ECS - Family abl llty/rlck; ECn - OtheV ecological ability/ 
risk variables.^ * 

Since we will be centering In on the community and organ I zatlonal component* 
there Is the need to expend them def Inltlonelly: 

EC1 - Community risk climate providing services to Indlvldue Is— community 
risk climate would be the summation of factors such as housing 
opportunities, educational opportunities, unemployment rates, Infant 
mortality rates, drop out rates from high school, crime indices, etc. 
(Qbroelius ft baker, 1980; Olethorn ft Flene, 19*0 have developed 
methods for assessing this component.) ' 

EC2 - Community ebllfty to provide services to Individuals— community ability 
would be the summation of Its ability to pay or provide for certain 
services—social services— dey cere, fosterVcare, protective services, 
etc. Thlsf would eccount for the relative wealth of an erea. . 

EC3 - Organizational risk In providing services to Individuals— Is tfh 

summation of such things as, how effective are servlcesr-stste of the 
ert and meeting regulottofts— heelth end safety. 

EC 4 - Organizational ability to provide services to Individuals- Is the • 

summation of the program's ebMllty to hendle Individuals they presently 
neve without keeping others waiting. 

QUEST I QMS AmO IHOtCATOwS 

In order to develop the empirical base In community psychology end essess the 
relative Impect of organlzetlonel end community environments on Individual * 
functioning, It Is necessary to onswer the following questions within, the'cnild 
care ecology: 

r > ' 4 

1. Do regulations thet OCYF promulgete concernirig foster cere, dey cere, 
group residential, day treatment, adoption, etc., have posjttve Impact on an 
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3a. This general formula was then used to generate the following formulae for 
cost benefit and eo«t effectiveness aquations: t 

(1) CM - bX fc 2 where X, - unit cost end (2) CAQ- • MX + i.(PX - X.) + l 2 (SF - X 

where: HX - moamt rate for day care programs; PX * ^program averege score; 

XI • Individual program scores; X2 - size of program* SP. - averege size of programs 



2. Are we keeping families together of breaking them apart with,pur 
. policies and service delivery? t 

3. Are we Increasing the quality of life for families through our supportive 
services? ^ * 

k. Are we decreasing rates of recidivism for these children who are in 
placement? ; 

^ 5. What impact does day care and child welfare services have. on the family 
functioning and at what cost to society and to the community? , 

6. 'Does quality .of care Impact the children's development? 

7. What Impact doeVcustodlal versus high quality care have on children's 
lives? < " * 

8. What are the key Indicators, that place families at risk and deter^ 
their ability to provide quality child care for their children? 

9. Where should we be allocating our limited resources, and to what services? 

More. specif IcaJly in the day care area we can define some additional questions 
that should be asked of the various systems In the ecological conceptual framework or 

' theoretical model: 



J Micro System 

A. Physical- Features 

•1)' What are the differences between the quality of care provided by the ' ' 
pubHc vs. private sector? » 

2) What are the differences betweerucenter and family day care? 

3) What impact does the size of the setting have on tare—small vs. large? 
h) Are we Isolating children freer the real wdYld In day care? 

5) How much private space do children need? 
■ « 

B. Persons and Holes » 

1) What Impact do males have on children who are cared for in day care? 

2) What Impact does the turnover/stability of staff have on children 
In day care? 

3) How Important are staff qualifications? 

h) Does monitoring of day care centers have any Impact onthlld outcomes? 
5) What effect does group* size and adult child ratio have on r 
Interactional patterns In day care? 

II Meso System * . 

A. Day Care and, tnb% Home 

1) How do parents view themselves? * 

2) Does, multiple caretakers Influence orientation to adults?"' 

3) How are roles at-home because of the limited time affected by 
leaving children In day care? 

4) What are the goals and expectations of teachers and parents? 

i 

> 

B. t Day Cere and the School . 



1) Do dey care kids do better In school than children reared at home? 
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t. These questions, are borrowed from Jelsky's et at, T^o Ecology of Day Care. 

I.), Chlidrearlng In Hontra^monal ramTTTes , 



chapter t6 appear In M. Lamb (Ed. 
Hillsdale, H.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum, 155T 
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III Exo System . * 

1) Impact of day cere on divorcel 

2) Impact of faulty Income end work satisfaction by day care! 

3) Impact of forming friendships and Interpersonal contacts In 

the community! ** 
k) What impact would the elderly caring for youth have on attitudes 
towards the elderly? 

* . • • 

IV Mecro System 
, K — • 

1) Impact of reguletlonsl 

2) Overs H philosophy for families end chl Idren— Ideology end tax policies I 

From the above list there are three basic groups of date or overriding 
Indicators: What are we doing for people? How effective are wa? How efficient 
are ws? But where do we go to get or find enswers.to these indicators and questions? 

TECHNOLOGY 

« * » 

It has been argued by researchers (Peters 1980) that the natural level for 
program eve 1 ne tt on/monitor I ng and policy formulation is at the state level. It Is 
the logical entry point for regulations* funding* requirements, etc., (this porltlon 
appears as If It will be strengthened politically with the new administration) 
However, with the state as the source of. intervention, .how does one manege Information 
at this teve% for this Is an all pervesive system that Includes thousands of Individuals! 

To manage this large system of information and to enswar these questions 
within the child cere ecology a technology consisting of three systems must be 
constructed: one Is called a statistical reporting system (What are we doing for 
people?; another Is s programmatic reporting system (How effective ere we?); end 
the last Is a fiscal reporting system (How efficient ere wa?). (tee Flene, 1979 for 
a detal led' presentetton.P £ 



But how does this explain the IP (Ecological Paradigm) presented earner! 
It does by means of proxy, where the three systems will give Indications or monitor 
the well being of the four components' of the me so and exo systems, In the following 



manner: 



EC] • Community risk is monitored by the: 

-statistical reporting system 
ECj - Community ability is monitored by the: 

•fiscal reporting system 
EC* - Organizational risk is monitored by the: 

-program reporting system 

-fiscal reporting system «<• 
EC. - Organizational Ability is monitored by 'the:. 
, -statistical reporting system c 

-fiscal reporting system • 



5. Definitions of these three systems ore the following In the Ecological Paradigm: 

Program Reporting System— this is the program evaluation system of a state 
■ information system. Generally It la broken Into three ievels: licensing* monitor- 
ing, and evaluation. This compoent is also made up of two* sub-systems: provider 
evaluation system and the purchase of service system; these two sytems make up the 



At the .state level and at the loca4 leveltthese three systems have remained 
relatively separate- -(Statfstlce I , Prc*rammatlc, Fiscal). What Is proposed, 
with the proper quant I* i cation 1 , and measurement techniques built in, is to have the 
systems talk to each other— this can be done, manually or through EDP means - it is 
ultimately deta utilization. • When this occurs (Sea Figure 2) cost benefit and 
cost. analysis/effectiveness coefficients can be generated. 

insert Figure 2 l> 

A~ 

In order to define this more clearly with cost benefit and cost analysis, let's , 
borrow some systems/evaluation terms. Cost benefit is the result of crossing the 
fiscal and program systems which helps to define the quality of a program by knowing 
the inputs and the processes of service delivery. Cost analyst's is the result of 
crossing all three systems which def Inearth* effectiveness of a program by knowing the 
inputs, the processes of service delivery and the outcomes'. The last crossing of 
systems Is the fiscal and statistical reporting system which results in unit cost. », 
This can be further defined as a measure of efficiency of a program by knowing the 
inputs and" outputs of th» program. ' 

* 

OUTCOHE/RESUITS * * 

An interesting phenomena was recorded when the Programmatic System data base 
was correlated with the Fiscal Reporting System Data lose of Pennsylvania Day Care 
P.ogrnms. Racher than a linear relationship what occurred was a curvilinear 
relationship that had a logarithmic base* (See Figure 3). 

J * » " " 

insert Figure 3 

/ 

in other words, as the cost reached a certain level (approximately $*000/yr./chl id 
in day care centers) the program quality did not increase In the same proportion. 
Other examples of impact measures are the following: 

- Impacted the health of children in day care by increasing the levels 'of 

Immunizations of those children attending day care centers. 

- impacting Kegu let Ions— have helped revise-day care regulations based on 

the results obtained from the program reporting system.- 

- Permit sound policy decision making— resource allocation has been heavily 

Influenced by the results of the systems of Ecopad (Ecojoglcal Paradigm}. , 

- Ensure tha&eay care promotes child development. 

- The model. 1 1s attempting to monitor and to change policy where necessary 

at the state level to keep children from re-entering the foster care system. 

- Within the Youth Services System it li to monitor the offenses committed by 

youth by race to ascertain the length of time for commitments for these 
groups. ^ *\ 

- Size of Program - mid-range programs provided higher quality of care to children- 

mid-range is defined *s 50-75 children per site or center. 




(cont) the overall provider management system. 
Statistical Reporting system— this component is made up of the client management 
system end the following sub-systems: client eligibility determination and 
authorization sub-systems ; Information ao/Lceferral sub-system and the management 

. information reporting system, 
FVscal Reporting System-- this 'component keeps. track of dollars spent and has one 
major system called the claims reimbursement system. 

^ V 

\ » m. • 

8 ■ 



- 5mener programs are most expensive-- It Mas found that this type of 
^ ' program was costing Pennsylvania the most money In jtarms of dollars 
^ spent. / x • 

-.Training decisions— In one region It' helped the region to put an RFP 
(Request for Proposal) In training. 

As a footnote, a practical example of how the ebove model was used Is In 
Pennsylvania where eased on data from the program and fiscal reporting systems, Q 
ceilings on cost for day care services were established. These ceilings were 
established' through the use of the Cost benefit Curve Just described. ' based on 
the ceilings there was a savings of $5,000,000 which was" then used to serve In 
excess c>t 000 eddltlonal children. 

CONCLUSION 

« There Is nothing new In ,thls presentation. Brofenbrenner end other researchers > 
have been saying It for some time now. However, what Is new Is the utilization of a 
technology, e methodology, e data base end finally e new conceptual framework that 
exists within each statw, and local Information and program monitoring systems. 
All we^ieed to do Is change our frame of reference to shift our paradigm *t» one that Is 
more systems, Interdependent oriented; that Is natural 1st leal ly. and ecologically 
valid. I, therefore »-p4ropose: The Ecological Paradigm (EC0PAD). It does not <> . 
reflect en abandonment of Interest In the Individual, family or small group. Rather, J 
Jt Is a recognition of the Intricate relationships between dimensions of socle! systems 
(Cowen, 1977). „ 
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THE ECOLOGY OF CHILD CARE 




Microsystem: complex of rela- 
tions between the developing 
persor fnd environment In an 
immediete setting containing 
that penon. $ 



Meeotystem: eornprisec the 
interrelations among major set- 
tings containing the developing 
penon at a particular. point 
in his life. 

' Exosystam: extension of the 
mesosystem embracing, other 

-specific social structures, both 
formal and informal, diet do 

• not themsefves contain the da- 

• vjloping person but typings 
. upon .or encompass the imrne* 

diets settings in vymch that 
person -is found,' and there 
by influence, delimit, or even 
determine what goes on there. 

Maerosyatem: refers to the 
overarching /inetitutionei pet 
terns of the culture or sub- 
^culture, such as the economic, 
/ social, educational, legal, and 
political systems, of which 
micro; meso-, and exosystems 
tre the concrete manifesta- 
tions. 
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